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June 19, 1990

Honor abl e Raynond D. Mreles

Los Angel es County Superior Court
North West District

6230 Syl mar Avenue

Van Nuys, CA 91401

Dear Judge Mreles:

The comm ssion has investigated charges that on Novenber 6,
1989 you gave official directions to two Los Angeles police
of ficers which appeared to authorize their use of force to
obtain the presence of Deputy Public Defender Howard VWAco in
your court. The conmm ssion has concluded its investigation,
and at its June, 1990 neeting, determned to inpose a Public
Reproval for certain of your conduct as described in the
followi ng Investigative Findings:

I nvestigative Findings

The conm ssion found that on Novenber 6, 1989, in
connection with Judge Mreles's handling of the case of People
v. Smth, Judge Mreles exhibited exasperation at the absence
fromhis court of defendant Smth's attorney, Deputy Public
Def ender Howard Waco, and directed two Los Angel es police
officers to bring Deputy Public Defender Waco into his court,
addi ng they should bring "a piece of* or "a body part" of Waco
to his courtroom These directions apparently created in the
officers the inpression and belief that Judge Mrel es had
aut hori zed their use of physical force.

In carrying out what they perceived to be Judge Mrel es's
directions, the officers enployed physical force to renove
Deputy Publ i ¢ Defender Waco from anot her courtroom and to
convey himto and deliver himinto Judge Mreles's courtroom



Honor abl e Raynond D. Mreles
June 19, 1990
Page 2

Judge Mreles witnessed the officers’ forcible delivery of
Deputy Public Defender Waco into his courtroom but nmade no
inquiry of M. Waco or of the officers regarding their actions,
and appeared to ignore M. WAco's attenpts to discuss the
of ficers® actions. This contributed to an appearance that
Judge Mreles had authorized the police officer's use of force.

The officers' use of force to obtaln Deputy Public Defender
Waco's attendance in Judge Mreles's court and t he appearance
that Judge Mreles had authorized the officers’ use of force
were conveyed to the public through extensive nedia coverage.

The commi ssion found that Judge Mreles did not intend to
authorize or direct the use of force by the officers, but found
that Judge Mreles had been careless in the manner in which he
had directed the officers by making remarks which he considered
jocul ar but which were capable of being, and apparently were,

m sunder st ood.

The conm ssion found further that Judge Mreles earlier had
taken certain actions toward the Public Defenders regarding
their appointnments as counsel and their continued
representation in certain cases, and the Public Defenders had
perceived these actions as hostile. The earlier actions
I nvol ved | egal questions arising from Judge Mreles's opinion
with respect to effects of the public defender's court staffing
practices on court business in Judge Mreles's departnent; the
| egal issues involved were appropriately addressed and
resol ved. This background had further contributed to an
appearance that Judge Mreles had authorized or directed the
police offiders’ use of force toward Deputy Public Defender
Howar d WAco. (The comm ssion made no findings regarding the
propriety or correctness of the earlier actions thenselves.)

In inposing a public reproval, the conm ssion noted that
Judge M reles has acknow edged responsibility for having nade
remar ks mhlch apparently were m sunderstood as authorizing the
of ficers! use of force, and that he has expressed regret for
havi ng made the remarks and for the ensui ng m streatnent of
Deputy Public Defender WAco.

Very truly yours,
%//C
Jack E. Frankel
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